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DETAILED ACTION 
Receipt Acknowledgement 

1 . Receipt is acknowledged of the Amendment filed on 24 th of January 2006. Claims 1,3, 11-13,21, 
and 23 have been amended; no claim has been canceled; and no claim has been newly added since the 

5 Non-Final Office Action was mailed on 20 th of September 2005. Currently, claims 1-31 are pending in 
this Application. 

Response to Amendment 

2. The Amendment document in the Response is considered non-compliant because it has failed to 
meet the requirements of37CFR 1.121, as amended on June 30, 2003 (See 68 Fed. Reg. 38611, Jun. 30, 

1 0 2003). In fact, the text of any deleted matter for the amendment by replacement on Specification and 

Claim must be shown by strike-through except that the strike-through cannot be easily perceived. In this 
case, the Examiner assumes the texts embraced by double brackets in the Amendment document as the 
texts of deleted matter for the amendment by replacement on Specification and Claim. Furthermore, the 
claim status of the claim 2 is not identified in the Amendment to Claims. The Examiner assumes that the 

15 claim status of the claim 2 is (Original). See MPEP 714 [R-3] and 37 CFR 1.121(b)(2)(ii) and (c)(2). 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
* Substitute " 1 76" in line 1 2 on page 9 by - 1 78-. 

(See Argument Response on the instant Office Action for the reason.) 
20 Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

4. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 ,84(p)(5) because they do not 
include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the description: 
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Reference sign 236 mentioned in the description in line 1 7 on page 26 is not shown in the 
drawings. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include 
all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top 
margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121 (d). If the changes are 
not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 1 1 -20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claims contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), 
at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

The amended claim 1 I recites the limitation "a second interface coupled to fewer than all of the plurality 
of entities having an input for receiving a response to the communication from at least one of the at least 
one of the plurality of entities" in lines 21-24. However, the claimed limitation was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor, at 
the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
The claims 1 2-20 are dependent claims of the claim 1 1 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



5. 



The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

5 (e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 

in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
1 0 States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Oden [US 6,862,282 Bl]. 
Referring to claim 31, Oden discloses a method of processing a communication (i.e., ordering 

packets; See col. 1, lines 9-1 1), comprising: 
1 5 • receiving the communication (i.e., en-queuing incoming data packets into input control & input 

queue 12 in Fig. 1, actually, into ingress packet pointer queue 102 of Fig. 3; See col. 3, lines 13- 
30); 

• storing the communication (i.e., data packet) in a first storage (i.e., scheduled pointer queue 304, 
free pointer queue 306, and complete pointer queue 308 in Fig. 2) accessible to a plurality of 

20 entities (i.e., processors 0...N 18a-18N in Fig. 2); 

• providing (i.e., de-queuing) the communication (i.e., data packet) from the first storage (in fact, 
said scheduled pointer queue, free pointer queue, and complete pointer queue being coupled to a 
corresponding processor of said plurality of processors, and writing said data packets to a 
plurality of processors 0...N 18a-18N in Fig. 2; See col. 4, lines 38-52); 

25 • receiving a response to the communication (i.e., collector module 20 having an input for 

receiving complete packet pointer from pointer queues of a selected processor 1 8 in Fig. 3: See 
col. 5, lines 5-19); 
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• storing the response to the communication (i.e.. data packet) in a second storage (i.e., ordering 
buffer 26 of Fig. 3) not accessible by at least one of the entities in the plurality of entities (i.e., 
collector module 20 is coupled to the selected packet processor, e.g., processor N, in Fig. 3, 
which means that said collector module is coupled to at least one of the plurality of processors but 

5 not coupled to unselected processors, and thus those unselected processors are not accessible by 

said unselected processors; See col. 5, lines 5-1 1); and 

• providing the response from the second storage (i.e., de-queuing data packets from said ordering 
buffer 26 in Fig. 4). 



1 0 Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
1 5 such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 

having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-3,5-7, 10-13, 15-1 7, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
20 over Oden [US 6,862,282 Bl] in view of Muller et al. [US 6,650,640 Bl ; hereinafter Muller]. 

Referring to claim J, Oden discloses a method of processing a communication (i.e., ordering 
packets; See col. 1, lines 9-1 1), comprising: 

• receiving the communication (i.e., en-queuing incoming data packets into input control & input 
queue 12 in Fig. factually, into ingress packet pointer queue 102 of Fig. 3; See col. 3, lines 13- 

25 30); 

• storing the communication received (i.e., en-queuing said ingress packet pointers of said 
incoming data packets into scheduled pointer queue 304, free pointer queue 306, and complete 
pointer queue 308 in Fig. 2); 
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• providing the communication stored (i.e., data packet) to at least one of a plurality of entities (i.e., 
writing said data packets to a plurality of processors 0...N 18a-18N in Fig. 2); 

• receiving a response to the communication (i.e., collector module 20 having an input for 
receiving complete packet pointer from pointer queues of a selected processor 1 8 in Fig. 3; See 
col. 5, lines 5-19); 

• storing the response (i.e., storing de-queued data packet into ordering buffer 26, which is shown 
as arrow 229 in Fig. 3; See col. 5, lines 20-29); and 

• providing the response directly and sineinterruptusly (i.e., ordering module 22 operates walks 
said ordering buffer in sequence without using interrupt mechanism; See col. 5, lines 30-53), 

Oden does not expressly teach that the storing operation for the communication received is directly 
and sinebusly performed. 

Muller discloses a method for managing a network flow (See Abstract), wherein a feature of direct 
memory access mechanism (i.e., DMA engine 120 of Fig. 10) comprising 

• storing a communication received (i.e., packet) directly and sinebusly (i.e., using direct memory 
access mechanism; See col. 9, line 66 through col. 10, line 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included said feature of direct memory access mechanism (i.e., DMA engine), as disclosed 
by Muller, in said method step of storing the communication received, as disclosed by Oden, for the 
advantage of providing the re-assembling feature for data portions of related packets, and thus the data 
can be more efficiently transferred to a destination entity through "page-flipping" (See Muller, col. 10, 
lines 42-56). 



Referring to claim 2, Oden teaches 
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• the communication (i.e., data packet) is stored in a first storage (i.e., scheduled pointer queue 304, 
free pointer queue 306, and complete pointer queue 308 in Fig. 2) accessible to a plurality of 
entities (i.e., processors 0...N 18a-18N in Fig. 2); 

• the response is stored in a second storage (i.e., ordering buffer 26 of Fig. 3) not accessible by at 
least one of the entities in the plurality of entities (i.e., collector module 20 is coupled to the 
selected packet processor, e.g., processor N, in Fig. 3, which means that said collector module is 
coupled to at least one of the plurality of processors but not coupled to unselected processors, and 
thus those unselected processors are not accessible by said unselected processors; See col. 5, lines 
5-11); and 

• the response is provided from the second storage (i.e., ordering module 22 de-queuing data 
packets from said ordering buffer 26 in Fig. 4). 

Referring to claim 3, Oden teaches 

• assigning (i.e., which means de-queuing to selected processor by distributor module 16 in Fig. 2; 
See col. 4, lines 25-38) the communication received (i.e., incoming data packets) to at least one of 
a plurality of queues (i.e., each processor having one set of scheduled pointer queue 304, free 
pointer queue 306, and complete pointer queue 308 in Figs. 2-4; in fact, said incoming data 
packets are en-queued, viz., being assigned, into said scheduled pointer queue 304, as indicated 
by path 21 5 in Fig. 2) in the first storage (i.e., said scheduled, free and complete pointer queues 
for all of processors 0. . .N 1 8a. . . 1 8N in Figs. 2-4), the plurality of queues each (i.e., one set of 
scheduled pointer queue, free pointer queue, and complete pointer queue) corresponding to a 
different one of the entities (i.e., each queue set corresponds to each processor in Figs, 2-4); and 

o wherein the providing the communication step (i.e., being performed by said distributor 



module) comprises providing the communication (i.e., data packets) by to at least one of 
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the plurality of entities corresponding to the at least one queue to which the 
communication was assigned (See col. 4, lines 39-62). 

Referring to claim 5, Oden teaches 

• assigning step is responsive to information contained in the communication (See col. 4, lines 35- 
38; i.e., wherein in fact that the distributor module selects one of the packet processors based on 
load balancing as determined from the load balancing module implies that assigning step (i.e., de- 
queuing step from input packet pointer queue) is the communication (i.e., data packets) 
responsive to information contained in the communication (i.e., based on the load status of 
current data packet)). 

Referring to claim 6, Oden teaches 

• the response is provided sinebusly (i.e., ordering module 22 operates walks said ordering buffer 
in sequence without using system memory bus for a plurality of processors 0...N 18a-18N in Fig. 
4; See col. 5, lines 30-53). 

Referring to claim 7. Oden teaches 

• the communication (i.e., data packet) comprises a packet (See col. 3, lines 17-18). 

Referring to claim JO, Oden teaches 

• the plurality of entities (i.e., processors 0...N 1 8a-l 8N in Fig. 2) comprise a plurality of 
processors (See col. 3, lines 31-38). 
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Referring to claim //, Oden discloses a system (i.e., data processing system) for processing a 
communication (i.e., ordering packets; See col. 1, lines 9-1 1) ? comprising: 

• an incoming communication interface (i.e., POS-PHY physical layer interface for network 
processor in Fig 1) having an input (i.e., interfacing port of said physical layer interface for 
incoming data packets from input device 2 in Fig. 1) for receiving the communication (See col. 3, 
lines 13-30), 

o the incoming communication interface (i.e., said POS-PHY physical layer interface for 
network processor) for providing at an output (i.e., input port of input control & input 
queue module 12 in Fig. 1) at least a portion of the communication received at the 
incoming communication interface input (i.e., said incoming data packets are provided to 
said input control & input queue module; See col. 3, lines 18-19, wherein in fact that said 
network processor processes said incoming data packets inherently anticipates the 
incoming communication interface for providing at an output at least a portion of the 
communication received at the incoming communication interface input): 

• an incoming interface manager (i.e., input control & input queue module 12 of Fig. 1) having an 
input (i.e., ingress packet pointer queue 1 02 of Fig. 2) coupled to the incoming communication 
interface output (in fact, said ingress packet pointer queue being coupled to the inward arrow, i.e., 
output from said POS-PHY physical layer interface, for network processor to said input control & 
input queue module), 

o the incoming interface manager (i.e., said input control & input queue module) for storing 
the communication received (i.e., en-queuing data packets) at the incoming interface 
manager input (i.e., at said ingress packet pointer queue) into a First storage (i.e., 
scheduled pointer queue 304, free pointer queue 306, and complete pointer queue 308 in 
Fig. 2) having an input/output (i.e., port for en-queuing/de-queuing) coupled to an 
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incoming interface manager output (i.e., coupled to an output from/to distributor 16 in 



Fig. 2); 



• a first interface (i.e., distributor module 1 6 of Fig. 2) having an input/output coupled to the first 
storage input/output (i.e., said distributor module having an input/output to said port for en- 
queuing/de-queuing of said pointer queues in Fig. 2) and an output (i.e., an output to processor 
packet memory 302 in Fig. 2), 

o the first interface (i.e., said distributor module) for retrieving (i.e., de-queuing) from the 
first storage via the first interface input/output and for providing via an output the 



communication to at least one of a plurality of entities (i.e., writing said data packets to a 
plurality of processors 0...N 18a-18N in Fig. 2) coupled to the first storage output (in 
fact, said scheduled pointer queue, free pointer queue, and complete pointer queue being 
coupled to a corresponding processor of said plurality of processors in Fig. 2; See col. 4, 
lines 38-52); 



• a second interface (i.e., collector module 20 of Fig. 3) coupled to fewer than all of the plurality of 
entities (i.e., said collector module is coupled to processors 0 1 8a and N 1 8N in Fig. 3; in fact, 
said coupling is determined by collector load balance module 206 in Fig. 3, which means said 
collector module is actually coupled to fewer than all of the plurality of processors) having an 
input for receiving a response to the communication from at least one of the at least one of the 
plurality of entities (i.e., said collector module having an input for receiving complete packet 
pointer from said pointer queues of a processor being determined by said collector load balance 
module 206 in Fig. 3; See col. 5, lines 5-1 1) and for providing (i.e., de-queuing) the response to a 
second storage (i.e., ordering buffer 26 of Fig. 3) coupled to an output (i.e., said ordering buffer is 
coupled to an output from said collector module, which is shown as arrow 229 in Fig. 3: See col. 
5, lines 5-29); and 
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• an outgoing interface manager (i.e., output control & output queue module 24 of Fig. I ) having an 
input/output coupled to the second storage (i.e., said output control & output queue module 
having an input/output, from ordering module 22, and to output device 4, which is coupled to said 
ordering buffer 26 in Fig. I), 

o the outgoing interface manager (i.e., said output control & output queue module) for 
retrieving (i.e., reading from said ordering buffer) the response directly and 
sineinterruptusly (i.e., ordering module operates walks said ordering buffer in sequence 
without using interrupt mechanism) from the second storage and providing the response 
at an output (See col. 5, lines 30-53). 
Oden does not expressly teach that the storing operation is directly and sinebusly performed to the 
first storage. 

Muller discloses an apparatus for managing a network flow (See Abstract), wherein a direct memory 
access mechanism (i.e., DMA engine 120 of Fig. 10) comprising 

• an incoming interface manager (i.e., DMA manager 1 002 of Fig. 1 0) stores a communication 
(i.e., packet) received at an incoming interface manager input (i.e., an input from packet queue 
1 16 in Fig. 10) directly and sinebusly (i.e., using direct memory access mechanism) into a first 
storage (i.e., processor memory page; See col. 9, line 66 through col. 10, line 1). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included said direct memory access mechanism (i.e., DMA engine), as disclosed by Muller, 
in said incoming interface manager (i.e., input control & input queue module), as disclosed by Oden, for 
the advantage of providing the re-assembling feature for data portions of related packets, and thus the data 
can be more efficiently transferred to a destination entity through "page-flipping" (See Muller, col. 10, 
lines 42-56). 
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Referring to claim 12, Oden teaches 

• the first storage input/output (i.e., port for en-queuing/de-queuing of scheduled pointer queue 304. 
free pointer queue 306, and complete pointer queue 308 in Fig. 2) is coupled to a plurality of 
entities (i.e., said output from pointer queues is internally couple to a plurality of processors 0. . .N 
I8a-18N in Fig. 2); and 

• the second interface input (i.e., collector module 20 having an input for receiving complete packet 
pointer from said pointer queues in Fig. 3) coupled to at least one of the plurality of entities but 
coupled to fewer than all of the plurality of entities (i.e., said collector module is coupled to the 
selected packet processor, e.g., processor N in Fig. 3, which means that said collector module is 
coupled to at least one of the plurality of processors but coupled to fewer than all of the plurality 
of processors; See col. 5, lines 5-1 1). 

Referring to claim 13. Oden teaches 

• the incoming interface manager (i.e., input control & input queue module 1 2 of Fig. 1 ) is 
additionally for assigning (i.e., which means de-queuing to selected processor by distributor 
module; See col. 4, lines 25-38) the communication received (i.e., incoming data packets) to at 
least one of a plurality of queues (i.e., each processor having one set of scheduled pointer queue 
304, free pointer queue 306, and complete pointer queue 308 in Figs. 2-4; in fact, said incoming 
data packets are en-queued, viz., being assigned, into said scheduled pointer queue 304, as 
indicated by path 21 5 in Fig. 2) in the first storage (i.e., said scheduled, free and complete pointer 
queues for all of processors 0...N 18a...l8N in Figs. 2-4), the plurality of queues each (i.e., one 
set of scheduled pointer queue, free pointer queue, and complete pointer queue) corresponding to 
a different one of the entities (i.e., each queue set corresponds to each processor in Figs. 2-4); and 
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10 



15 



o wherein the first interface (i.e., distributor module 16 of Fig. 2) provides the 
communication (i.e., data packets) by to at least one of the plurality of entities 
corresponding to the at least one queue to which the communication was assigned (See 
col. 4, lines 39-62). 

Referring to claim 15, Oden teaches 

• the incoming interface manager (i.e., input control & input queue module 1 2 of Fig. 1 ) assigns the 
communication responsive to information contained in the communication (See col. 4, lines 35- 
38; i.e., wherein in fact that the distributor module selects one of the packet processors based on 
load balancing as determined from the load balancing module implies that the incoming interface 
manager (i.e., said input control & input queue module) assigns (i.e., de-queues from input packet 
pointer queue) the communication (i.e., data packets) responsive to information contained in the 
communication (i.e., based on the load status of current data packet)). 

Referring to claim 16, Oden teaches 

• the outgoing interface manager (i.e., output control & output queue module 24 of Fig. 1) 
additionally retrieves the response from the second storage (i.e., reading data packet from 
ordering buffer 26 in Fig. 4) sinebusly (i.e., ordering module 22 operates walks said ordering 
buffer in sequence without using system memory bus for a plurality of processors 0...N I 8a-18N 
in Fig. 4; See col. 5 r lines 30-53). 



Referring to claim 1 7, Oden teaches 
• the communication (i.e., data packet) comprises a packet (See col. 3, lines 17-18). 
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Referring to claim 20. Oden teaches 

• the plurality of entities (i.e., processors 0...N 18a-18N in Fig. 2) comprise a plurality of 
processors (See col. 3, lines 31-38). 

1 1 . Claims 4 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden [US 
6,862,282 Bl] in view of Muller [US 6,650,640 Bl] as applied to claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-13, 15-17, and 20 
above, and further in view of Kimball etal. [US 6,345,041 Bl; hereinafter Kimball]. 

Referring to claim 4. Oden, as modified by Muller, discloses all the limitations of the claim 4, 
including the assigning step is responsive to the load status of current communication (i.e., load balance 
information; See Oden, col. 4, lines 35-38, wherein, in fact the distributor module selects one of the 
packet processors based on load balancing as determined from the load balancing module implies that the 
assigning step (i.e., de-queuing step from input packet pointer queue) is the communication (i.e., data 
packets) responsive to the load status of current communication (i.e., based on the load status of current 
data packet)), except that does not expressly teach the assigning step is responsive to a prior 
communication. 

Kimball discloses a method for automatic load-balancing on multisegment devices (See Abstract), 
wherein 

• an undo prior load-balancing process (See col. 9, lines 1 7+) takes information responsive to a 
prior communication (i.e., responsive to the stored information at a prior load-balancing 
activation; See col. 9, lines 34-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included a feature of said automatic load-balancing, as disclosed by Kimball, in said 
method, as disclosed by Oden, as modified by Muller, for the advantage of providing automatic 
determination of when a given said assigning operation by said incoming interface manager (i.e., load 
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balancing activation by user) would not be beneficial, thereby keeping said system (i.e., the user's 
network) from being unnecessarily disturbed when no real beneficial would be gained (See Kimball, col. 
9, lines 39-49). 

Referring to claim 14, Oden, as modified by Muller, discloses all the limitations of the claim 14, 
including the incoming interface manager (i.e., input control & input queue module 1 2 of Fig. 1 ; Oden) 
assigns the communication responsive to the load status of current communication (i.e., load balance 
information; See Oden, col. 4, lines 35-38, wherein, in fact the distributor module selects one of the 
packet processors based on load balancing as determined from the load balancing module implies that the 
incoming interface manager (i.e., said input control & input queue module) assigns (i.e., de-queues from 
input packet pointer queue) the communication (i.e., data packets) responsive to the load status of current 
communication (i.e., based on the load status of current data packet)), except that does not expressly teach 
the incoming interface manager assigns the communication responsive to a prior communication. 

Kimball discloses an apparatus for automatic load-balancing on multisegment devices (See Abstract), 
wherein 

• an undo prior load-balancing process (See col. 9, lines 1 7+) takes information responsive to a 
prior communication (i.e., responsive to the stored information at a prior load-balancing 
activation; See col. 9, lines 34-38). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have included a feature of said automatic load-balancing, as disclosed by Kimball, in said system 
(i.e., data processing system), as disclosed by Oden, as modified by Muller, for the advantage of 
providing automatic determination of when a given said assigning operation by said incoming interface 
manager (i.e., load balancing activation by user) would not be beneficial, thereby keeping said system 
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(i.e., the user's network) from being unnecessarily disturbed when no real beneficial would be gained (See 
Kimball, col. 9, lines 39-49). 

1 2. Claims 8, 9, 1 8 and 1 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Oden [US 
5 6,862,282 Bl] in view of Muller [US 6,650,640 Bl] as applied to claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-13, 1 5-17, and 20 

above, and further in view of Wilson et al. [US 6,738,821 Bl; hereinafter Wilson]. 

Referring to claims 8 and 9, Oden, as modified by Muller, discloses all the limitations of the 

claims 8 and 9, respectively, except that does not expressly teach the communication comprises an 

Ethernet frame and a storage device communication. 
10 Wilson discloses an Ethernet storage protocol networks (e.g., cluster server system 103 in Fig. IC), 



• a communication (i.e., data packet traffic in an ESP network; See col. 7, lines 2-16) comprises an 
Ethernet frame (i.e., Ethernet standards; See col. 7, lines 28-35) and a storage device 
communication (See col. 4, lines 43-62 and col. 9, line 63 through col. 10, line 8). 



1 5 Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 

made to have applied said Ethernet storage protocol, as disclosed by Wilson, to said method, as disclosed 
by Oden, as modified by Muller, for the advantage of providing a simplification of the communication 
elements needed to transfer data over a network and enabling nearly unlimited scalability (See Wilson, 
col. 5, lines 11-15). 



Referring to claims 18 and 19, Oden, as modified by Muller, discloses all the limitations of the 
claims 1 8 and 1 9, respectively, except that does not expressly teach the communication comprises an 
Ethernet frame and a storage device communication. 



wherein 



20 
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Wilson discloses an Ethernet storage protocol networks (e.g., cluster server system 103 in Fig. IC), 
wherein 

• a communication (i.e., data packet traffic in an ESP network; See col. 7, lines 2-16) comprises an 
Ethernet frame (i.e., Ethernet standards; See col. 7, lines 28-35) and a storage device 
communication (See col. 4, lines 43-62 and col. 9, line 63 through col. 10, line 8). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have applied said Ethernet storage protocol, as disclosed by Wilson, to said system (i.e., data 
processing system), as disclosed by Oden, as modified by Muller, for the advantage of providing a 
simplification of the communication elements needed to transfer data over a network and enabling nearly 
unlimited scalability (See Wilson, col. 5, lines 1 1-15). 

13. Claim 21-23, 25-27, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden 
[US 6,862,282 Bl] in view of Muller [US 6,650,640 Bl] and what was well known in the art, as 
exemplified by Luo et al. [US 6,265,885 Bl; hereinafter Luo]. 

Referring to claim 2L most of the claim limitations have already been discussed/addressed with 
respect to claim I , with the exception of a computer program product comprising a computer useable 
medium having computer readable program code embodied therein for processing said communication, 
the computer program product comprising computer readable program code devices configured to cause 
at least one computer to performs said method steps of the claim 1 (e.g., storage device having a computer 
software program). 

The Examiner takes Official Notice that said method in the claim 1 being implemented in a computer 
readable program (i.e., a computer software program), and being stored in a computer useable medium 
(i.e., storage device), is well known to one of ordinary skill in the art, as evidenced by Luo (See Claim 9, 
lines 2-4). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have implemented said method of the claim 1 in said computer readable program (i.e., a 
computer software program), and being stored in said computer useable medium (i.e., storage device) 
since it would have provided a better flexibility of implementing said method than a hardware 
5 implementation, such as an easy modification, etc. 

Referring to claims 22, 23, 25-27, and 30, all of the claim limitations in each of the claims 22, 23, 
25-27, and 30 have already been discussed/addressed with respect to each of the claims 2, 3, 5-7, and 10, 
respectively. 

10 

14. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden [US 6,862,282 Bl] 
in view of Muller [US 6,650,640 Bl] and what was well known in the art, as exemplified by Luo [US 
6,265,885 Bl] as applied to claims 21-23, 25-27, and 30 above, and further in view of Kimball [US 
6,345,041 Bl]. 

1 5 Referring to claim 24, all of the claim limitations in the claim 24 have already been 

discussed/addressed with respect to the claim 4. 

1 5. Claim 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Oden [US 
6,862,282 Bl] in view of Muller [US 6,650,640 Bl] and what was well known in the art, as exemplified 

20 by Luo [US 6,265,885 Bl] as applied to claims 21-23, 25-27, and 30 above, and further in view of Wilson 
[US 6,738,821 Bl]. 

Referring to claims 28 and 29, all of the claim limitations in each of the claims 28 and 29 have 
already been discussed/addressed with respect to each of the claims 8 and 9, respectively. 
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Response to Arguments 



16. Applicant's arguments filed on 24 of January 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to "However, Examiner's objection to 
reference 176 is respectfully traversed, because there is no item 178 on Figure I. It is respectfully 
submitted that the reference number 176 is correct." in the Response page 20, lines 7-10, the Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. 

In fact, there are Figures 1 A and 1 B in the drawings with regarding to the Applicant's Figure 1. 
In contrary to the Applicant's assertion, there is item 1 78 as DEVICES on Figure 1 B. Furthermore, the 
reference 1 76 is referring to Network in Fig. 1 B (See paragraph 3 of the instant Office Action, 
Specification Objection). 

Thus, Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to . . Each queue is accessible only one 
processor. The same applies free pointer queue 306 and complete pointer queue 308. These queues are not 
accessible to a plurality of entities, therefore claim 31 is patentably distinguishable over Oden." in the 
Response page 22, lines 4-22, the Examiner believes that the Applicant misinterprets the claim rejection. 

Actually, Oden leaches the limitation "storing the communication in a first storage accessible to a 
plurality of entities" such that storing the data packet (i.e., communication) in pointer queues (i.e., first 
storage, namely, scheduled pointer queue, free pointer queue, and complete pointer queue) accessible to a 
plurality of processors 0...N (i.e., entities). Therefore, it is clearly anticipated by Oden that a plurality of 
entities (i.e., processors 0...N) could access the first storage (i.e., pointer queues). In other words, Oden 
teaches the first storage as pointer queues 304, 306, and 308 in all of the processors 0...N in Fig. 2, and 
thus it could be undoubtedly understood that the first storage (i.e., pointer queues) is accessible to a 
plurality of entities (i.e., processors 0...N). 
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Even though the Applicant argues that each queue is accessible to only one processor, the claim 
rejection clearly describes that the claimed subject matter "first storage" is mapped with Oden's pointer 
queues, i.e., scheduled pointer queues 304, free pointer queues 306, and complete pointer queues 308 in 
all of the processors, and thus, said point queues (i.e., first storage) are accessible to said plurality of 
5 processors (i.e., entities). 

Therefore, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to "First, Oden expressly states that his 
invention designed to minimize memory requirements (See col. 1, lines 20-27; col. 1, lines 32-35; and 
col. 2, lines 1-3). By contrast, a DMA mechanism as proposed by Examiner requires large number of 

10 memory locations or registers, because it would not reuse locations as soon as they become available, but 
rather would require the cycling through a range of locations in static order. ... Thus, a DMA 
arrangement will have to be larger than Oden, which would run counter to Oden's stated purpose of 
minimizing memory requirements." in the Response page 23, line 1 8 through page 24, line 10, the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

1 5 Oden's invention is designed for providing a method and system for packet ordering in a multi- 

processor data processing system (See col. 1, lines 50-51) without requiring additional memory to buffer 
completed packets while waiting for an earlier packet to complete (See col. 2, lines 1-3). However, Oden 
is silent on the Applicant's assertion "Oden's invention is designed to minimize memory requirements." 
In other words, Oden's disclosure does not mention the size of buffer for completed packets while waiting 

20 for an earlier packet to complete. Therefore, the Applicant's assertion, i.e., a DMA arrangement will have 
to be larger than Oden, cannot be established as an evidence of non-obviousness based on teaching from 
the references Oden and Muller. 

Furthermore, the Applicant's assertion is not read in the references Oden and Muller in such a way as 
to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that Oden or Muller had possession of the disclosed 
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invention. In other words, the Applicant describes his/her own scenario (See the Response, page 23, line 
21 through page 24, line 8) without any fact-based evidence of non-obviousness (i.e., Oden or Muller 
never describes said scenario), and then merely results that DMA arrangement as proposed by the 
Examiner will have to be larger than Oden (See the Response, page 24, lines 8-10). 

In fact, the combination of Oden and Muller with rationale for the proper combination, i.e., including 
"a feature of direct memory access mechanism" of Muller in "the method step of storing the 
communication received" of Oden for the advantage of providing "the re-assembling feature for data 
portions of related packets, and thus the data can be more efficiently transferred to a destination entity 
through page-flipping" of Muller at col. 10, lines 42-56, suggests all the limitations of the claimed 
invention. 

Therefore, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to "Furthermore, if a DMA engine were 
employed in place of the storing operation described by Oden, not only would internal memory 
requirements be increased, contrary to the intended purpose of the invention, but a risk would be 
introduced that data could be lost. ... When the processed data packet later collected by the collector 
module, the associated pointer is freed for re-use (see col. 5, lines 1 7-29). This method of reusing memory 
locations as they become available incompatible with DMA. ... In contrast, DMA cycles through memory 
locations in a static order, and so if a DMA engine were employed instead of the storing operation 
described by Oden, it is possible that processed data packets would be overwritten before they were 
collected if no more memory were used, an explicitly stated objective Oden. ..." in the Response page 24, 
line 1 1 through page 26, line 2, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

In contrary to the Applicant's assertion (i.e., a DMA engine were employed in place of, viz., instead 
of, the storing operation described by Oden), the Examiner has never stated the obviousness of the 
claimed invention such that a DMA engine were employed in place of, viz., instead of, the storing 
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operation described by Oden. The Examiner has shown the obviousness of the claimed invention such 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have included said feature of direct memory access mechanism (i.e., DMA engine), as disclosed by 
Muller, in said method step of storing the communication received, as disclosed by Oden (See paragraph 
5 10 of the instant Office Action, Claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-13, 15-17, and 20 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Oden in view of Muller). 

Actually, storing the communication received (i.e., en-queuing ingress packet pointers of incoming data 
packets into pointer queues in Oden) would be improved by the feature of direct memory access 
mechanism with the advantage of providing the re-assembling feature for data portions of related packets, 
10 as disclosed by Muller, and thus the data (i.e., incoming packets in packet memory 14 in Fig. 2 of Oden) 
can be more efficiently transferred to a destination entity (i.e., determined pointer queues in Oden) 
through "page-flipping", as described by Muller at col. 1 0, lines 42-56. 

To be short, the claim rejection clearly states that said feature of direct memory access mechanism (i.e., 
DMA engine) of Muller is advantageously included in Oden for the purpose of improving the method step 
15 of storing the communication received (i.e., packet data reading operation from packet memory 14 in Fig. 
2 of Oden). Therefore, the combination of Oden and Muller does not require any additional memory to 
buffer completed packets while waiting for an earlier packet to complete, which is the objective of Oden's 
invention (See Oden, col. 1, lines 50-51, and col. 2, lines 1-3). 



Furthermore, in contrary to the Applicant's assertion, i.e., if a DMA engine were employed instead of 



20 the storing operation described by Oden. it is possible that processed data packets would be overwritten 
before they were collected if no more memory were used, the Examiner believes that the Applicant's 
assertion would not happen because said DMA engine has never been employed instead o/the storing 
operation described by Oden, and thus, Oden's original procedure of said storing the communication 
received, i.e., en-queuing said ingress packet pointers of said incoming data packets into scheduled 



Application/Control Number: 10/042,971 
Art Unit: 21 12 



Page 23 
Final Office Action 



pointer queue 304, free pointer queue 306, and complete pointer queue 308 in Fig. 2, is performed with 
more efficient transferring to a destination processor (i.e., entity) from incoming packet memory. 
Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant *s argument with respect to "It is clear that Oden was aware of DMA, 
and employed DMA where appropriate: he references DMA in the packet collection operation (col. 5, 
lines 12-16). If Oden wanted to combine a DMA arrangement for receipt packets, he would have done so. 
However, he does not reference DMA in the storing operation, most likely because, as noted above, the 
storing operation he describes cannot be combined with DMA as described Muller without increasing the 
memory requirements, which runs counter to the explicitly stated purpose of the invention. Therefore, 
Oden and Muller is improper, and ..." in the Response page 26, lines 3-21, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. 

Actually, the Applicant's arguments fail to comply with 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(b) because they amount to a 
general allegation that the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out how the 
language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. In fact, the Applicant's 
scenario, as is stated above, is not supported by the references in the record. 
Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant s argument with respect to "In paragraph 1 1 of the Official Action, 
Examiner rejects claims 4 and 14, ... As noted above, the combination of Oden and Muller is improper, 
and therefore the combination of Oden, Muller, and Kimball is improper. ..." in the Response page 26, 
line 22 through page 27, line 9, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

In contrary to the Applicant's assertion, the combination of Oden and Muller is proper, as is discussed 
above. Moreover, the combination of Oden, Muller, and Kimball with rationale for the proper 
combination suggests the obviousness of the claimed invention (See paragraph 1 1 of the instant Office 



Application/Control Number: 10/042,971 
Art Unit: 21 12 



Page 24 
Final Office Action 



Action, Claims 4 and 14 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden in view of 
Muller and Kimball). 

Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to "In paragraph 1 2 of the Official Action, 
Examiner rejects claims 8, 9, 1 8, and 1 9, ... As noted above, the combination of Oden and Muller is 
improper, and therefore the combination of Oden, Muller, and Wilson is improper. ..." in the Response 
page 27, lines 10-20, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

In contrary to the Applicant's assertion, the combination of Oden and Muller is proper, as is discussed 
above. Moreover, the combination of Oden, Muller. and Wilson with rationale for the proper combination 
suggests the obviousness of the claimed invention (See paragraph 12 of the instant Office Action, Claims 
8, 9, 18 and 19 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden in view of Muller and 
Wilson). 

Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant s argument with respect to "In paragraph 1 3 of the Official Action, 
Examiner rejects claims 21-23, 25-27, and 30, ... As noted above, the combination of Oden and Muller is 
improper, and therefore the combination of Oden, Muller, and Luo is improper. ..." in the Response page 
27, line 21 through page 28, line 7, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

In contrary to the Applicant's assertion, the combination of Oden and Muller is proper, as is discussed 
above. Moreover, the combination of Oden, Muller, and Luo with rationale for the proper combination 
suggests the obviousness of the claimed invention (See paragraph 13 of the instant Office Action, Claims 
21-23, 25-27, and 30 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden in view of Muller 
and Luo). 

Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 
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In response to the Applicant 's argument with respect to "In paragraph 14 of the Official Action, 
Examiner rejects claim 24, ... As noted above, the combination of Oden and Muller is improper, and 
therefore the combination of Oden, Muller, Luo, and Kimball is improper. ..." in the Response page 28, 
lines 8-17, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

In contrary to the Applicant's assertion, the combination of Oden and Muller is proper, as is discussed 
above. Moreover, the combination of Oden, Muller, Luo, and Kimball with rationale for the proper 
combination suggests the obviousness of the claimed invention (See paragraph 14 of the instant Office 
Action, Claim 24 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden in view of Muller, 
Luo, and Kimball). 

Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 

In response to the Applicant s argument with respect to "In paragraph 1 5 of the Official Action, 
Examiner rejects claims 28 and 29, ... As noted above, the combination of Oden and Muller is improper, 
and therefore the combination of Oden, Muller, Luo, and Wilson is improper. ..." in the Response page 
28, line 1 8 through page 29, line 5, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

In contrary to the Applicant's assertion, the combination of Oden and Muller is proper, as is discussed 
above. Moreover, the combination of Oden, Muller, Luo, and Wilson with rationale for the proper 
combination suggests the obviousness of the claimed invention (See paragraph 1 5 of the instant Office 
Action, Claims 28 and 29 rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oden in view of 
Muller, Luo, and Wilson). 

Thus, the Applicant's argument on this point is not persuasive. 



1 7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 



Conclusion 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
5 is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Christopher E. Lee whose telephone number is 571-272-3637. The examiner can normally 
10 be reached on 9:30am - 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Rehana Perveen can be reached on 571-272-3676. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 57 1 -273-8300. 



1 5 Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.usplo.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9197 (toll-free). 
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